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Introduction
The traditional tolerancing considers the conformity of a batch when the batch satisfies the specifications. The characteristic is considered for itself and not regarding its incidence on the final assembly resultant. It has been showed that inertial tolerancing (I = σ 2 + δ 2 which is no more based on a [Min Max] interval but on the Taguchi loss function) proposes another tolerancing method to guarantee the final assembly while allowing larger variability in the case of centered production.
This paper proposes a method to calculate the inertial tolerances of the components of a 1D mechanical assembly chain in two cases:
-we want to guarantee an inertial tolerance on the final assembly, -we want to guarantee a minimum of the Cpk index on the tolerance interval [Min; Max] of the assembly characteristic.
Different cases are considered, even the general case where the components tolerances are not uniformly distributed. A comparison with the traditional tolerancing will show the difference on the allowed variability of components. The two considered cases have different hypothesis of application. We will discuss on the choice of using the first or the second approach.
An industrial case of application will be treated as an example.
Inertial tolerancing, capability indices and conformity
The aim of tolerancing is to determine an acceptation criterion on the components characteristics x i to guarantee the quality of the assembly resultant Y. In the case of a good design, when the x characteristic is produced on the target, the quality is optimal. As x gets an offset from the target, the function of the assembly will be more sensitive to the conditions of use and the environment, and can lead to a non-satisfaction of the customer. Taguchi demonstrated that the financial loss associated to an offset from the target is proportional to the square of this offcentering L = K(T-X)² . (Pillet et al, 2001) shows that in the case of a batch, the financial loss associated is L = K(σ² + δ²). Then he defines
This function is called Inertia by analogy to the mechanical inertia. Here I x represents the inertia of the x characteristic, σ x is the standard deviation of the batch distribution and δ x is the offset of the mean to the target.
To qualify the capability of a process with the inertial tolerancing, two capability indices have been defined:
which indicates the capability of a centered process.
which indicates the capability considering the process off-centering.
Compared to the traditional tolerancing, the proposed approach of the inertial tolerancing is quite different. The aim is no more to guarantee a rate of parts out of tolerance, but to guarantee the centering of components around the target in order to guarantee the quality of the assembly. The reflection is no more based on the proportions out of tolerances but on the inertias of the components, the normality of the batch distribution is no more a necessary criterion.
Tolerancing of an assembly
For the tolerancing of assembly systems, the problem consists of finding the elementary characteristics x i of the components in order to obtain a final characteristic Y satisfying the functional condition of the assembled product for the customers needs. As a general rule, it is possible to approximate the system behavior around the target by a linearization at the first order. The final characteristic behavior can be expressed by the following relation:
Where α i is the influence coefficient of the component i on the assembly resultant Y, α 0 is the target value of Y and n is the number of components in the assembly. For the computation of the components tolerances, the general case will be considered where tolerances are not uniformly distributed with the use a difficulty coefficient β i ≥ 1, also called feasibility coefficient. The simplified but common case will also be presented, where the tolerances are uniformly distributed β i = 1, and the incidence coefficients are all equal α i = 1 .
Review of the traditional tolerancing methods
Before the presentation of the inertial tolerancing, here is a brief reminds of the traditional tolerancing methods of assembly systems. Three commonly used traditional methods are presented.
Worst of cases tolerancing
In this case, one considers that the final characteristic of the assembly will be respected in any cases of assembly. In the general case where tolerances are nonuniformly distributed, the β i coefficients will be used for the components. The tolerance expression of a components is R xi = β i . R x , the assembly resultant is then:
Where R Y represents the tolerance interval of the functional condition of the assembly, and R xi is the tolerance interval of the components. Tolerances can be distributed regarding different methods by changing the β i coefficients (Graves, 2001 
The well known inconvenient of this method is the high price of production due to the tightened tolerances of the components.
Statistical tolerancing
The statistical tolerancing has been developed to consider the low probability of having several characteristics in limit of their tolerances simultaneously (Shewhart, 1931) (Evans, 1975) . Under the hypothesis that the x i variables are independent with a standard deviation R xi , the equation [4] gives the following relation:
In the general case of non uniform distribution, one consider R xi = β i . σ xi , then:
[10]
With tolerances proportional to the standard deviation (Chase et al., 1991) , in the case of a uniform repartition, and same incidence of the components α i = 1 , the relation [10] becomes then:
[12]
In this tolerancing method, the basic hypothesis is to consider the centering of all characteristics on their target values. The inconvenient of this method is that it does not guarantee the conformity of the assembly characteristic in all configurations of the components. It can be possible that the components respect their tolerance intervals, but their off-centering from the target lead to non-conformity on the final condition in its tolerance interval.
Inflated statistical tolerancing:
Several methods are proposed in order to reduce the negative aspect of the statistical tolerancing. A proposed method is the inflated statistical tolerancing (Graves, 1997) (Graves, 2001 ). This method consists of using the inflated coefficient in the tolerancing of the components based on the statistical method.
Where f represents the inflated coefficient generally chosen around f = 1,5 to 1,6. In the case of a uniform distribution of the tolerances and same incidences of the components, one has the following relation:
In the case where f = 1, one finds the statistical tolerancing method. In the case where f = n , one finds the worst of cases tolerancing method. A discussion (Graves et al, 2000) on different situations leads to choose different f values. Graves proposes an interesting approach to optimize the f coefficient following different capability indices. Although this is an improved method, it is possible to find a situation where the final assembly characteristic will not well be respected.
Inertial tolerancing of an assembly guarantying an inertia on the resultant
The following results come from (Pillet, 2002) . These results are reminded in order to be used further. The calculations are done under the hypothesis of a uniform distribution of the components tolerances.
The inertia of the resultant characteristic Y is defined by the relation [1]. Replacing relations [18] and [19] , one have the inertia of the resultant in function of the components inertias and off-centering:
The first part of the equation corresponds to the addition of the squared inertias. The double product corresponds to the case where all off-centering of the components are on the same side. A discussion is necessary to treat different hypothesis.
Hypothesis 1: Worst of cases
This hypothesis of components in their worst of cases considers that the component inertia is only due to its off-centering from the target, I xi = δ xi 2 = | | 
In the case where all the α i = 1, and the tolerances are uniformly distributed I xi = δ xi , one have the following relations:
In the general case where the α i coefficients are non-equal and the tolerances are not uniformly distributed I xi = β i . δ x , one has the following relation:
Hypothesis 2: random distribution of the averages
This hypothesis is close to the consideration made for the traditional statistical tolerancing. In this case, the double product
δ xj is null, the relation
[20] becomes then:
In the case where α i = 1, one thus have:
[26]
In the general case of non-uniform distribution of tolerances, one considers I xi = β i .σ xi . From relation [25] one obtains:
thus the components inertia can be
3.2.3. Hypothesis 3: off-centering of δ = k . σ of all components.
This hypothesis considers that all components have systematic off-centering equals to δ = k . σ . In this case the component inertia is: 
In the case where all α i = 1, one obtains then:
[34]
thus
Hypothesis 4: off-centering of m components out of n
In this hypothesis, the designer determines the number of characteristics that can have a systematic off-centering. Under these conditions, the double product is reduced. In the case where all α i = 1 and tolerances are uniformly distributed, one have:
[36]
Inertial tolerancing guarantying a Cpk index on the assembly resultant: the corrected inertial tolerancing
In the case where the aim is to guarantee a Cpk index on the assembly resultant, the conformity of this final characteristic is considered regarding a tolerance interval. In the most common case where the target is centered in the tolerance interval Target = LT + UT 2 where LT is the lower tolerance and UT is the upper tolerance and R Y = UT -LT 2 is the length of the tolerance interval. The capability index Cpk is defined by:
Which is equivalent to
Replacing with the equations [18] and [19] , one has the following relation:
In order to define the components inertia in function of the tolerance interval to guarantee on the assembly resultant, one considers that the components are centered. In this case, the components inertia is only due to their standard deviation:
The resultant is also centered, from where I Y = σ Y , one have then:
In the general case of non-uniform distribution, one considers I xi = β i . σ xi . In order to differentiate the Cp index to a prediction index, it will be renamed as the ICC coefficient (Inertial Corrected Coefficient). As the hypothesis of centered production is considered, one has I Y = σ Y . From the relation [29] one obtains the following tolerancing relation:
In the case of a uniform repartition of the tolerances and all α i = 1, one obtains then:
1. Variations of the Cpk index in function of the components off-centering
Now it is possible to define the components inertia in function of the tolerance interval of the assembly resultant, let us interest in the variations of the Cpk index while components are in limit of their inertial tolerances. This hypothesis allows expressing the standard deviation in function of the off-centering, one has the expression of the batch inertia given by [1], I xi = σ xi 2 + δ xi 2 thus the components deviation can be expressed as follows:
Which is replaced in [39] . Let us also consider that all δ xi = δ , one obtains then:
The component inertias are defined by [44] , then:
The Cpk function is pair, the domain of study can then be reduced to δ > 0 , this allows to suppress the absolute value function on δ. The derivate function of Cpk at δ is: The function has a minimum for:
And the value of Cpk is:
These results are interesting because they allow to find the minimum of the ICC coefficient value to guarantee a minimum of the Cpk index in function of the number of components in the assembly. Thus it is also possible to know how many components can compose the assembly in order to guarantee a minimum of the resultant Cpk index with a given value of the ICC coefficient:
NOTE. -The results found considering the hypothesis that all component offcentering are equal δ xi = δ correspond to those found with the gradient method. It consists of calculating the Δf gradient of the Cpk function depending on n variable δ xi and its Hf Hessian matrix, and then to find the point for which the gradient is null and the eigen values of the Hessian matrix are all strictly positive in order to have a local minimum. In our case, the local minimum of the Cpk is found for all
A demonstration by recurrence on n and i proves it but will not be exposed in this paper.
2. Variations of the Cpk function regarding the number of components and their off-centering
We will see the influence of the off-centering and the number of components on the Cpk index value. Figure 1 confirms the previous results on the Cpk variations. An assembly system which components tolerancing has been done with ICC = 1 or 1,5 has a Cpk which is minimum when all δ xi = 0,056 or δ xi = 0,025 respectively. 
Figure1. Variations of Cpk indices with different configurations of the number of components and ICC coefficient values in function of the components off-centering in limit of their inertial tolerances.
The Cpk minimum can be calculated for n < 9.ICC 2 , from relation [50] . This remark can also be observed on the following table where ICC = 1 and 1,5, and n = 1 to 12. For an ICC index chosen to ICC = 1, the minimum value of the Cpk index can be calculated up to n = 9, for n = 12 it is not possible to evaluate the Cpk minimum. With a limit study, it can be showed that this minimum tends towardinfinity.
Cpk, R Y = 1 n = 3 n = 6 n = 9 n = 12 A link can be observed between the evolution of the minimum of the Cpk index and the ICC coefficient value. With an ICC coefficient ICC = 1, it is impossible to guarantee a Cpk index, Cpk > 1 due to this worst configuration of all δ xi , even for n = 1 when δ ≠ 0. For an ICC coefficient ICC = 1,5, it is possible to guarantee a Cpk index Cpk > 1,1 up to n = 9 components in the assembly. It is nearly possible to guarantee Cpk = 1 for 12 components.
Let us see the variations of the ICC coefficient value for the calculation of the inertial tolerances in function of the Cpk index value to guarantee, and the number of components in the assembly.
3. ICC values to guarantee a minimum of the Cpk index in function of the number of components.
From relation [51] , one can choose the ICC coefficient value in order to guarantee a minimum of the Cpk index of the assembly in its tolerance interval. 
An application case
The example will be used to compare the results of the different tolerancing methods.
The target value of the gap is 1mm with a tolerance interval of 1mm, thus +/-0,5mm. The tolerance distribution is uniform. The following relation defines the assembly relation:
[54]
Application of the different tolerancing methods
The inertial tolerancing of the two-presented cases (guarantying an inertia or an interval) will be compared to the traditional tolerancing methods. In the case of application, the tolerance interval R Y = 1, the number of components is n = 5. In the case of an inertial tolerancing guarantying a capability index Cpk = 1 on the assembly resultant, the ICC coefficient to take into account for the inertial tolerances calculation is: The maximum batch dispersion in the case of the traditional tolerancing is useful to compare the allowed dispersion on the components with the two methods. For inertial tolerancing, when the batch is centered, the maximum batch dispersion equals to the inertial tolerance I xi . It is then possible to compare the maximum dispersion allowed for centered components with the different tolerancing methods.
Discussion on the case of application
One can see that the maximum authorized dispersions for the traditional tolerancing by worst of cases or statistical are similar to those of the inertial tolerancing guarantying an inertia by worst of cases σ xiMax = I xi = 0,033, or statistical σ xiMax = I xi = 0,075 respectively. But the maximum allowed dispersion by the inflated statistical tolerancing is σ xiMax = 0,05, which is lower than the maximum authorized dispersion by the corrected inertial tolerancing guarantying a minimum of the Cpk index Cpk = 1 which is I xi = 0,06.
Before concluding that this last method guarantying a Cpk index gives larger dispersion than the inflated statistical tolerancing, let us compare the influence of the number of components on this dispersion difference. First, the inflated coefficient f = 1,5 can be compared to the ICC coefficient ICC = 1,25 that is lower. Choosing a ICC coefficient ICC = 1,5 is the same as guarantying a Cpk index Cpk = 1,30 for an assembly of 5 components, from relation [52] , but this also guarantee a Cpk index Cpk = 1 for an assembly composed of up to 11 components from relation [50], 11,25 = n =9.( ) ICC 2 -Cpk 2 . It is possible to conclude that for an assembly of less than 12 components, the inertial tolerancing guarantying a Cpk index Cpk = 1 is larger than the inflated statistical tolerancing. Over 12 components, the inflated statistical tolerancing gives larger dispersions than the inertial tolerancing guarantying a Cpk index, but the inertial tolerancing allows to guarantee a Cpk index on the final assembly characteristic, that cannot do the inflated statistical tolerancing.
The comparison between traditional statistical tolerancing and inertial tolerancing thanks to the authorized dispersion is dangerous; this comparison can be done only for centered batches.
Conclusion
In this paper has been proposed a corrected inertial tolerancing method, which aims to guarantee the conformity of the assembly resultant in a tolerance interval thanks to a Cpk index. The ICC coefficient value to take into account for the tolerances calculation is found regarding the number of components in the assembly, and the minimum value of the Cpk index to guarantee on the assembly resultant.
The application of this tolerancing method allows to apply the inertial tolerancing method but with a link to the traditional tolerancing. That is to say that this method allows to guarantee a Cpk index on the assembly resultant while applying the inertial tolerancing based on a statistical approach.
